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Page 3, line 7, fer Upon, read Therefore upon. 

P. 11, I. 20, for Job ii. read Job xi. 

P. 19, I. 1, put a comma after body, inſtead of the period, 
and in the ſame page, line 5, put a comma after ever, in- 
| flead of the period. : 

P. 23, I. 1, dele and. 

P. 27, l. 6, for page, read pages. 

P. 35, J. 15 and 21, and p. 36, I. 1, for John v. 7. 
read 1 John v. 7. 

P. 43, I. 22, for i wor, read in. 

P. 51, I. 1, for ſaid, read it is ſaid. 
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S it is every man's indiſpenſable duty to 
ſearch the Scriptures in general, in which 
is offered to all men eternal life; ſo in every 
religious controverſy it is his particular duty, 
with the Bereans, to “ ſearch the Scriptures 
daily, whether thoſe things are fo,” Acts xvii. 
t1t.—Upon Mr. Lindſey's reſignation of the 
beneficial vicarage of Catterick, on the account 
of the Trinity of the Godhead appearing excep- 
tionable to him, and inconſiſtent with the Scrip- 
tures, I reſolved upon diligently ſearching the 
New Teſtament, to find how far this doctrine, 
which the members of our Church profeſs to be- 
lieve, can be ſupported by ſcriptural authority; 
reſolving, at the ſame time, to leave the Church 
of England if I found that ſhe erred ſo far as to 
oppoſe the Holy Scriptures in ſo fundamental a 
doctrine as this, ſo eſſential to religion. For if 
we err here, we plainly miſtake the very object 
of our religious worſhip and adoration ; in that 
caſe we worſhip a creature inſtead of the Crea- 
tor. It is very true that I had no great temp- 
tations to reſiſt from any preferment I held, or 
any emoluments I ever received from the church 
| A as 
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as by law eftabliſhed ; but this, I hope, made 

me go through the ſearch with leſs bias or pre- 
judice upon my mind, becauſe it was quite in- 
different to me where the truth lay, for I was 
reſolved to purſue it if I could bur diſcover it, 
notwithſtanding any conſequences which might 
follow; for I am latisfied that I could ſupport 
myſelf and my family, in as decent and plenti- 
ful a manner as I can do now in the church, by 
many ſecular occupations. . Thus reſolved, I 
continued my ſearch as diligently as the duties 
of the church, and the great and conſtant hurry 
and fatigue of a ſchool, would permit me. I 
had not done much before Mr. Lindſey's Apo- 
logy appeared. This cauſed me to defer my 
ſearch and inquiry into the Scriptures any fur- 
ther till I had read the Apology. As ſoon as I 
had done that, I reaſſumed my firſt intended 


work of going through the New Teſtament, 


conſidering, as much as I was able, the inten- 
tion of the ſpeaker or writer in every paſlage, 
and the ſenſe which it was likely to be conſtru- 
ed into by the perſons to whom it was imme- 
diately addreſſed; for I always ſuppoſed, and 
do ſtill hold, that Almighty God, in revealing 
himſelf to mankind, would never make uſe of 
any captious language, or ſuch words as would 
probably miſlead the very perſons which they 
were intended to teach and inſtruct in the will 
of God. For this reaſon I always ſuppoſe that 
the moſt obvious meaning of every paſſage is 
moſt likely to be the true interpretation, eſpe- 

cially 


cially if conſiſtent with the general ſcope and in- 
tention of the whole ; otherwiſe God Almighty 
would have put more intelligible words into the 
mouths of his prophets, for the God of truth 
could never intend to deceive and miſlead. 
With this apprehenſion of things, in the courſe 
of my reading, I conſidered ihe texts which I 
found in Mr. Lindley as | read them, and others 
which I thought contradicted the doctrine which 
he endeavoured to propagate, and directly 
taught the divinity or Godhead of Jeſus 
Chriſt. I often called to me ſome plain un- 
learned men, and read ſuch paſſages as I 
thought demonſtrated him to be God, and 
then aſked, what they thought the mean- 
ing was? They generally anſwered, that they 
taught that Jeſus Chriſt was God, and that he 
was to be prayed unto, and worſhipped as God, 
or words to that effect. This I did, leſt the 
prejudice of education ſhould bias me, and 
cauſe me to take for granted that the divinity 
of Jeſus Chriſt was clearly revealed, when per- 
haps it was wholly owing to a wrong accepta- 
tion of ſome paſſages of Scripture by me through 
prejudice, But when I found the unlearned 
and ignorant took them in the manner ! did, 
and when I alſo conſidered that the Scriptures 
were written for our learning,“ Rom, xv. 4, 
for the inſtruction of all men, both learned and 
unlearned, I ſuppoſed that the ſenſe thereof, in 
all fundamental articles (of which this in diſpute 
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is certainly one) would not be myſterious and 
obſcure to perſons of ordinary capacities; and 
as the perſons I called were generally ſuch as I 
thought the moſt likely to be free from preju- 
dice or partiality for opinions arifing from their 
education, I paid the greater regard to what 
they ſaid; eſpecially if it did not contradict 
what appeared to be the general ſcope and te- 
nor of the whole ſcriptures, but was conſiſtent 
with the plain and obvious meaning of many 
other paſſages. This I continued to do till the 
Layman's ingenious Scriptural Confutation, &c. 
came out, which I alſo diligently read, and, I 
confeſs, that I thought it ſo ſufficient, that T 
ſuppoſed no man would anſwer it. In this, 
however, J was miſtaken, for ſince that the Re- 
marks on it have appeared in public. It was 
when they appeared that I reſolved to take my 
pen, and endeavour to throw a little additional 
light upon ſome paſſages, and to add ſome 
weight to the arguments already advanced by 
the Layman, and to ſhew that the texts pro- 
duced by the Remarker to confirm the infe- 
riority of the Son to the Father, related on- 
ly to his human nature. This I undertook at 
firſt for my own ſatisfaction only, and that 1 
might be © ready always to give an anſwer to 
every man that aſked me a reaſon,” 1 Peter iii. 
15. But afterwards ſhewing it to a neighbour- 
ing clergyman, he adviſed me to publiſh it, to 
which I have conſented ; and though I am ſen- 
fible that «I have uſed great plainneſs of 

ſpeech,” 
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fpeech,” 2 Cor. ni. 12, infomuch that it may 
not pleaſe the learned reader; yet as every pub- 
lication of this kind ought to be undertaken 
with a view to inſtruct and inform the unlearn- 
ed multitude, and therefore ſhould be adapted 
to their capacities, this ſufficiently excuſes my 
plain language and manner of writing. If the 
ignorant and unlearned can read and underſtand 
the arguments, I am ſure the learned may, if 
they pleaſe, however plainly related they may 
be. And J had much rather be the inſtrument 
of convincing one ignorant and unlearned per- 
ſon of a fundamental error in his religion, and 
perſuading him to relinquiſh it, and * hold faſt 
that which is good and true,” 1 Thefl. v. 2r, 
than of pleaſing a hundred learned men, “ hay- 
ing itching ears,” 2 Tim. iv. 3, by unnatural 
flights of fancy or embelliſhments of oratory, 
without inferming the judgment. 


I ſhall only add this, that as the Scriptures 
have revealed to us the great and incompre- 
henſible God, who is an infinite and almigh- 
ty Spirit, under the threefold relation of Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, three perſons of 
equal power, glory, honour, and eternity, ſo 
that the Father is God, and the Son and Holy 
Ghoſt, as being of the ſame nature and eſſence, 
one God alſo; let us be content to believe this 
as revealed; and though we cannot by our li- 


mited reaſon comprehend it, let us always remem- 
ber, 
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ber, that we have incomprehenſible difficulties in 
almoſt every thing relating to an infinite and in- 
comprehenſible God. And though we cannot 
comprehend how Jeſus Chriſt can be one and the 
ſame with God the Father, or ot the ſame divine 
nature and eſſence, the very and eternal God, 
yet we may ſo far apprehend the propoſition that 
we may believe it as a fact, and humbly depend 
upon and truſt in the revelation of God himſelf, 


who beſt knows his own nature, 


Let us then no longer diſpute the doctrine of 
the Trinity, but embrace and beheve it as re- 
vealed ; and thus believing, let us labour to 
recommend ourlelves to that glorious God, who, 
from infinite love, ſent his Son to redeem us, 
and his Holy Spirit to. guide and dire& us. So 
that if we be not wanting in our own duty, 
« though now we fee only through a glaſs 
darkly, yet we ſhall know even as we are 
known,” 1 Cor. Xui. 12. Wherefore, my be- 
loved brethren, members of the Church of Eng- 
land, iceing ye know theſe things before, be- 
ware leſt ye alſo, being led away with the error 
of the wicked, fail trom your own ſtedfaſtneſs: 
But grow in grace, and in the knowledge of 
our Lord and Saviour Jeſus Chriſt. To him be 
glory both now and for ever. Amen.” 2 Pet. iii. 
17, 18. 


TO 


T O THE 
REMARKER 
own: L050 
PUBLICATION, &c. 
SIR. 


FTER I had read the Layman's “ Scrip- 
A tural Confutation of the Arguments 


againſt the One Godhead of the Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, produced by the 
Rev. Mr. Lindſey in his late Apology,” I be- 
gun to read your Remarks, with my mind as 
much diveſted of prejudice and partiality as poſ- 
ſible; ſince it is a thing totally indifferent to 
me on which ſide of the queſtion the truth is, 
provided I can but diſcover where it is, and 
know that it is the truth as revealed by God in 
thoſe holy Scriptures which were *© written for 
our learning,” Rom. xv. 4. Therefore whilſt I 
was reading your Remarks, I made the follow- 
ing obſervations upon ſome exceptionable paſ- 
lages, at leaſt ſuch as appeared ſo to me, With 
what juſtice and judgment, I leave entirely to 
the deciſion of the unprejudiced reader. 


In 


| The Remarker, Þ. 3. 
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In page 24, ybu make the Eayman ſay, * that 


In matters relating to the nature of God, he (that 


is man) can Race no information from his rea- 
ſon ;” and for this you quote the Layman, p. 23. 
I coijfeſs that I have fead the twenty-third page 
of the Layman carefully over, but cannot find 
that he has either ſaid as abaye, or ſo much as 
any thing like it. He there ſays, © that the 
infinite and ipgomprehepſible m-jqſty of GS 
then is an object beyond the limits of rea- 
ſon ;“ and to eſtabliſh the truth of this, he has, 
in ſeveral places of his firſt chapter, produced 


very cogent arguments. Hut as theſe words 


which 1 have taken from his twenty -third, page, 


are the neareſt, to the words which you make 


bim ſay of any I could there find, 1 will here 
oppoſe your words and his, whereby the diffe- 


- rence will e appear. 


The Layman, p. 23. 
In matters relating to 1 The infinite and in- 


the nature of ne e comprehenſible ma- 
(chat is man) can have | jeſty of God then is 
no information from | an object beyond the 


his reaſon. I limits of reaſon. 


The falſity of the Remarker's poſition is very 
plain to every one who conſiders it. I dare fay 
the Layman, though wholly unknown to me, 
would as readily acknowledge it to be falſe as I 
do; for in ſeveral matters relating to the nature 


of 
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of God, man can have information from his rea- 
ſon. 1 ſhall only give one inſtance: That the 
nature of God is incomprehenſible. This is the 
very idea which my reaſon gives me of the na- 
ture of God, and therefore of this I have infor- 
mation from my reaſon. Let us now apply this 
to the Layman's propoſition, © the infinite and 
incomprehenſible majeſty of God then is an ob- 
Je& beyond the limits of our reaſon.” Certainly 
this propoſition accords very well with the idea 
which my reaſon gives me of the nature of God. 
The nature of God is incomprehenſible. Incom- 
prehenſible ro what? to every finite creature, 
and conſequently beyond the limits of, or in- 
comprehenſible to, our reaſon. Can a finite be- 
ing comprehend infinity ? Can reaſon compre- 
hend incomprehenſibility ? Certainly not. To 
aſſert this is a contradiction of terms. © Canſt 
thou by ſearching find out God? Canſt thou 
find out the Almighty unto perfection?“ Job ii. 
7. Certainly not. Touching the Almighty we 
cannot find him out,“ Job xxxvii. 23. Yet, 
though this incomprehenſibility of God by our 
finite and limited reaſon is very plain, I think it 
hardly a fair inference which you draw from it 
in your fourth page, where you ſay if we ad- 
mit it, we throw the gates of our church wide 
open to all the abominations of idolatrous wor- 
ſhip.” _ Surely it is a fallacious way of argu- 
ing to ſay, becauſe: my reaſon cannot com - 
prehend the nn nature of God, 

« whom 


1 ] 

«© uhom no man hath ſeen nor can ſee,” 1 Ti- 
mothy vi. 16, I therefore muſt not uſe my res- 
fon to reject the abominations of idolatrous wor- 
ſhip : Becauſe I muſt hot ufe my reaſon * in 
things too high for me,” Pſalm cxxxi. 1, muſt 
I nor uſe ir at all? Yes ſurely, we are to _ 
as the gift of God, as you ſay it is; page 4. But 

had this precious gift of God been a ſufficient 
guide, to whar purpoſe did he give us revtla- 


tion afterwards? Surely he « ſpake to the Fa. 


thers in times paſt by the Prophets, and in the 
laſt days by his Son,” to reveal ſomething more 
and clearer than he had before revealed by the 
light of reaſon only; ſomething above hat tea- 
fon could difcover; otherwiſe the goſpel reve- 
lation would not have been to the learned 
« Greeks fooliſhnefs,”” as we read it was, 1 Co- 
rinthians i. 23. They underſtood the ſubtilties 
of reafoning and logic, but they did not under: 
ſtand the myſtery of God, and of the Father, 
and of Chrift,” ſo as to acknowledge ir, Coloſ- 
fans ii. 2. But the wiſdom of this world is 
fooliſhneſs with God,” 1 Cor. iii. 19, and there- 
fore far from being infallible, according to your 
doctrine, page, 5, or a proper judge of the mat- 
ter, © whether its object be the nature of God 
or the nature kgs man,” 


How fur eden is from being infallible 5 in its 
reſearches and decifions, appears plainly from 
the very diſcordant and different opinions' it al- 


ways, 
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ways, in all ages, led men into, where they had 
nothing but reaſon for their guide, in every 
thing they undertogk. to treat of and explain by 
the aſſiſtance of reaſon only. What abſurdities 
and contradictory notions have in that caſe been 
always advanced and ſupported | I deny not rea- 
ſon to be very uſeful whilſt kept within its pro- 
vince ; but it ſhould. by all means be kept in 
due ſubordination, and not exalted againſt the 
glorious revelation. of God. We are to examine 
into the truth of revelation by our reaſon, I 
mean whether it be truly the revelation of God. 
This is the proper office of reaſon; but when 
once our reaſon has diſcovered that the writing 
contained in the Old and New Teſtament is a 
revelation of the will of God to men, a thing 
which neither the Layman, nor you, nor I deny; 
then reaſan has done its office, and commands 
us to be directed by the revelation, of God. 
6 
In vain therefore 70 you try the Layman's 
great propoſition, . “that Jeſus Chriſt is with the 
Father one God, at the bar of reaſon, as you 
do in your eighth page; for you are trying it 
coram non judice, before what is incompetent to 
decide the matter; the matter is triable only by 
revelation, If you will undertake. to reconcile 
to reaſon many truths, which are acknowledged 
to be ſuch by both the Unitarians and Trinita- 
rians, and make the perception. thereof clear to 
my reaſon, I will then venture to do the ſame 
B 2 by 
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by, the Layman's great propoſition to your's, 
Can you explain to my reaſon the en. of 
the Almighty. Wit or Godꝰ 0 


1 ** we 1 by reaſon nens, 2 
and has a cauſe of its beginning. God is un- 
cauſed, without beginning, and without end. 
Give me a clear explication of the nature of this, 
and I will give you as clear a one of the nature 
of his Triune exiſtence. Both are ene in- 
comprehenſible to me. 


Again: Can you explain to my reaſon infini- 
ty of ſpace? I acknowledge I can have no idea 
at all of it at preſent. So far am I from having 
a clear perception of the agreement or diſa- 
greement of my own ideas about it,” as you ſay 
J ſhould have, page 5. Space without end! I 
ſtretch my imagination to thouſands and millions - 
of miles, ſtill no nearer an end, Suppoſe it was 
poſſible to ſet figures one againſt another the 
whole ſpace of the ſolar ſyſtem, and they were 
multiplied into themſelves as often as there have 
been minutes fince the creation; ſtill no nearer 
an end. Nay, what is ſtrange and apparently 
contradictory to reaſon, one mile bears the ſame 
proportion to an infinity of miles, as the above 
number would do. Can we have clear ideas of 
this? No; we know very little of any thing 
which is infinite in its nature and eſſence. 


Again: 


16 1 

Again: How little will reaſon aſſiſt us in ex“ 
plaining the nature of the union of Body and 
Spirit? or how Spirit, which is immaterial, car 
act upon Body which is inert matter? Reaſon, 
from numberlefs experiments; demonſtrates to 
us that action and reaction are always equal; or, 
in other words, if I preſs a table with my fin- 
ger, the table equally preſſes or reacts upon my 
finger. But how will reaſon apply this to my 
immaterial part or ſpirit acting upon my body, 
and conſequently my body reacting upon it? 
We know this from experience to be a fact, but I 
confeſs my reaſon cannot tell me how or in what 
manner it is effected. I would be very glad to 
know if you, Sir, can explain this, and recon- 
cile it to our ideas of body and ſpirit; but if 
you cannot ſufficiently explain the nature of the 
union of your own ſoul and body, and the ac- 
tion of one upon the other by your ' reaſon,” 
much leſs ought you to attempt comprehending 
and explaining the incomprehenſible nature of 
the Godhead, or the inconceivable myſtery of 
the union of the Sen with hs man Jars 1 
Chriſt. 5 


9188 5 „ 
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could mention a thouſand other things 
equally myſterious and inexplicable by reafon,” 
beſides what I have mentioned, and which we 
yet allow to be truths, though we cannot ac- 
count for the cauſe; nature, or manner of them. 
Why then ſhould we not believe the myſtery of 
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the Godhead as we find, it revealed in thoſe 
Scriptures which we all profeſs. to believe, only 
becauſe our reaſonable faculties are ſo limited 
that we cannot fully comprehend it, or recon» 
cile it to our ideas? This certainly cannot ſur. 
prize us, when we are ſenſible that our faculties 
are ſo limited that we cannot reaſonably account 
for the union of our own ſouls and bodies, qur 
own voluntary motion, our own real nature or 
eſſence, or indeed the real eſſence of any mate- 
rial ſubſtance around us, about which we are 
moſt converſant. 


Let us then take things as revealed, and 
where our finite reaſon cannot comprehend, let 
us wonder and adore; otherwiſe we may as well 
rezect revelation entirely, and wholly follow that 
reaſon which you ſay, in page 6, * conchades 
with intuitive certainty.” . But how far this is 
from being true, appears very clear from its 
having, like an ignis fatuus, miſled people ig, 
all ages, where revelation. has been wanting, 
inſomuch that I ſuppoſe your reaſon, which you 
ſo highly exalt, would have been at a very low: 
ebb, had it not been for your acquaintance with 
revelation; at leaſt we find it ſo in all countries 
where the inhabitants know nothing of revela- 
tion. What a preſumptuous queſtion muſt that 
be then which you aſk in your ninth. page 
Shall I therefore renounce the clearer, and he 
guided by the darker evidence?“ Where by 
clearer evidence you mean reaſon; by the dark- 

er 


. 

et evidence you mean revelation; as is plain to 
any one who reads the paſſage. Then you add, 
«No; I will not do that; that would be to de- 
ſpiſe the moſt aſſured gift of God: 1 will not re. 
nounce my reaſon, but have conſulted revela- 
tion; and, thank God, find no ſuch propoſition, 
expreſſed or implied, from the firſt to the laſt 
chapter of it.” But pray, Sit, what have you 
to thank God for? Becauſe you imagine you 
have found him revealing himſelf according to 
your notion of things. Would not thanks have 
been equally due to God if he had revealed a 
trinity of perſons in the Godhead? becauſe if 
God had revealed it ſo, it muſt have been true, 
for « God cannot lye,” Tit. i. 2; and thanks are 
certainly due to God for revealing the truth, on 
whatever fide of the queſtion it be. But this thank - 
ing God for being on your ſide, as you ſuppoſe he 
is, fayours very ſtrong of violent prejudice, and 
ſeems to imply that no thanks, bur rather cen- 
fares, would have been due to God if he had 
revealed the contrary doctrine, however true. 
Yer. let God be true, but every man a lyar,” 
Rom. iii. 4, and let us be thankful unto: him; 
and ſpeak good of his name,” Pſalm c. 4, be- 
cauſe he has revealed and made known unto us 
the truth as ol is in Jeſus. 


Having a dot carisfaRorily eſtabliſhed 
revelation as a guide to us, above what our na- 
cural reaſon is, I proceed to examine thoſe texts 

which 
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which you-ſay-< abſolutely exclude the Son by 
name from being God,” page 9. The firſt is 
John xvii. 3, * that they might know thee the 
only true God, and Jeſus-Chrift whom thou haſt 
ſent.“ In interpreting every text of Scripture 
relating to Jeſus Chriſt, we ought always to re- 
member that he had two natures, the divine and 
human; he was perfect God and perfect man. 
You and I are both agreed that he was perfect 
man; and the Scriptures ſufficiently teſtify that 
he was perfect God, as 1 ſhall ſhew by and, by, 
and as the Layman has already ſhewn to eye» 
ry one who will give himſelf the trouble to read; 
and pay that due regard to the revelation, of 
God which it ſo juſtly merits. The fifth verſe 
of this very chapter ſhews that he exiſted in a 
ſtate of glory before the world was, and there- 
fore muſt be ſomething mare than mere man. 
And now, O Father, glorify thou me; with 
thine. own ſelf, with the glory which I had with 
thee before the world was,” John xvii. 5. But 
how. the text mentioned proves that: Jeſus Chriſt 
is not God, does not appear to me; I am very 
ſure it is not ſo ſaid, neither does, it exclude 
him by name, as you ſay it does. The words 
are not © that they might know thee the only 
true God, and Jeſus Chriſt whom thou haſt ſent,” 
who is not the true God. It neither affirms nor 
denies him to be God; and though they be ſe- 
parated by the conjunction and, this does not 
reſtrain them from being one God, any _ 

than 
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than your whole ſpirit, and ſoul, and body.” 


In Greck To wy#pa, xa! 1 | vn, Kat T9 ,n 
1 Theſſ. v. 23, ſignifies more than one man, or © 


any more than no unto God and our Father 


be glory for ever and ever.“ In the original, 


7 de Nec, xai rr H, Phil. iv. 20, ſigni- 
fies more than one God, or as if the Father 
was not God, ſince they are here, as well as in 
many other places, plainly diſtinguiſhed with 


the conjunction and between them, as the only 
true God and Jeſus Chriſt are in the text you 


have mentioned. But becauſe you have joined 


this immediately with r. text, I ſhall con- 
ſider them as ſimilar, as I ſuppoſe: you have 


done, page 9, there is but one God the Fa- 
ther, and one Lord Jetus Chriſt,” 1 Cor. viii. 6. 
The whole context runs thus, © though there be 


that are called Gods, whether in heaven or in 


earth (as there be Gods many, and Lords many) 


yet to us there is but one God the Father, of 
whom are all things, and we in him; and one 


Lord Jeſus Chriſt, by whom are all things, and 


we by him.“ So far is this paſſage from ex- 


cluding Jeſus Chriſt by name from being God, 


that it pes to me n to prove that **. 
18 God. 


St. paul inſtructing the Corinthians how 
things offered unto Idols, ſays, there is none 
other God but one, 1 Cor. viii. 4. This I 
heartily agree to. Then he adds, verſe ;,- for 

C though 


1 20 J 
though there be that are called Gods, whether 
An heaven or in earth (as there be Gods many, 
and Lords many.”) Here he feems to uſe Gods 
and Lords as ſynonimous terms. Then he adds, 
verſe 6, „yet to us there is but one God the 
Father, and one Lord Jefas Chriſt.“ Where 
God and Lord are ſynonimous terms again, 
© one God the Father, of whom are all things, 
and one Lord Feſus Chriſt, by whom are all 
things.“ But it ſynonimous, it may be faid to 
be an uſeleſs tautology, or “ vain repetition,” 
Matth. vi. 7. To which I anſwer, that it is no 
more fo than thoſe of the ſame apoſtle men- 
tioned before, your whole ſpirit and ſoul,“ 
1 Theſſ. v. 23, which are certainly fynonimous : 
And “ now unto God and our F ather,” Phil. iv. 
20, where God and our Father ate like wiſe cet- 
tainly fynonimous. If the one God the Father,” 
and © the one Lord Jeſus Chriſt, were not one 
and the ſame, the one living and true God, it 
was very inconſiderate in the apoſtle, after ex- 
cluding all others who ate called Gods and 
Lords, whether in heaven or earth, from being 
the true God; and in the very ſame ſentence to 
join ene God the Father, and one Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt together. Were they not in union, or 
the true God, why did he couple them toge- 
ther, and exclude other Gods and Lords ? It 
was amazingly deceiving the Corinthians thus to 
join God the Father and the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, 
it and to exclude all other Gods and Lords, if 
| | Jeſus 
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Jeſus Chriſt was not God and Lord alſo, as well 
as God the Father. I dare ſay if you read the 
paſſage to eight or ten unlearned and unpreju- 
diced perſons now, it will be underſtood by 
them in a different manner from what you wiſh 
to interpret it, when you ſay that it excludes 
Jeſus Chriſt by name from being God. 


The next texts you mention are page 9 and 
10, to ſhew that the Son is inferior to the Fa- 
ther, © my Father is greater than I,” John xiv. 
28. „Of that day and that hour knoweth no 
man, no not the angels which are in heaven, 
neither the Son, but the Father,” Mark xiii. 32. 
* Then cometh the end when he ſhall have de- 
livered up the kingdom to God, oven the Fa- 
ther, for he hath put all things under his feet. 
But when he faith all things are put under him, 
it is manifeſt that he is excepted that did put all 
things under him; and when all things ſhall be 
ſubdued unto him, then ſhall the Son alſo him- 
ſelf be ſubject unto him, that put all things un- 
der him; that God may be all in all,” 1 Cor. xv. 
24, &c. As JI oblerved before, the Scriptures 
plainly teach that there were two natures in 
Chriſt, notwithſtanding your aſſertions to the 
contrary. Not to mention a multjplicity of 
texts, I ' ſhall only produce John xvii. 5, before 
mentioned, with regard to his divine nature or his 
pre-exiſtence, © glorify thou me with the glory 
PROS I had with thee before the world was.” 

| n | But 
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But with regard to his human nature, or his 
humanity, Luke i. 35, the Holy Ghoft ſhall 
come upon thee, and the power of the Higheſt 
ſhall overſhadow thee, therefore alſo that holy 
thing which ſhall be born of thee, ſhall be called 
the Son of God.” What that thing was appear. 
ed afterwards, Luke ii. 16, a babe lying in a 
manger,“ and certainly human, though united 
to that other glorious being, which had glory 
with the Father before the world was, and 
which was „the word which was made fleſh, 
and dwelt among us,” John i. 14. And there- 
fore certainly the inferiority of the Son to the 
Father, mentioned in ſuch places as theſe, re- 
lates to Jeſus Chriſt as man. The Trinitarians 
deny nor Jeſus Chriſt to be man, any more than 
the Unitarians. And conſequently, in this re- 
ſpect, will certainly allow him to be inferior to 
God the K ather. 


But this i is not the thing in diſpute. The 
matter diſputed is the divinity of the Son, or 
his equality with the Father as God, which, 'if 
the Scriptures have revealed as a truth, we ought 
to believe, notwithſtanding his inferiority as man. 
As man he knows not the day, nor hour of the 
day, of judgment. Can it ſeem wonderful that 
the divine wiſdom opened and unfolded itſelf 
in « Jeſus of Nazareth, a man approved of 


God,” Acts ii. 22, only as neceſſity called 'for 


it ? . as man ren in wiſdom and l. 
ture,“ 


231 

ture,” Luke ii. 52. And the divinity unveiled 
itſelf by degrees, and conſequently in the time 
of his being here upon earth, he might be ig- 
norant of the day of judgment, or not have it re- 
vealed to him as man; yet, if we truſt Peter, 
he knew all things, and Peter ſaid unto him, 
Lord, thou knoweſt all things,” John xxi. 17. 
How to reconcile this with his not knowing the 
time of the day of judgment, I cannot con- 
ceive, unleſs by the diſtinction of his two na- 
tutes or ſubſiſtences. As God, he knows all 
things, John xxi. 17. As man, he knew not 
the day nor hour of the judgment. Beſides, 
the Scriptures often call God, God the Father, 
by way of diſtinction or eminence. As he is 
the Father, the Fountain of Divinity, ſometimes 
he is called the one true God, John xvii. 3, be- 
fore mentioned. Sometimes he is called the 
one God, 1 Cor. viii. 4. Sometimes one God 
and Father of all, Epheſ. iv. 6. For which 
reaſon the Scriptures 'denote Jeſus Chriſt, the 
ſecond Perſon, by the title of Son of God, 
Rom. i. 4; or Saviour, Tit. iti. 6; or Lord, 
Rom. vii. 25; and ſometimes God over all, bleſ- 
ſed for ever, Rom ix. 5; which moſt aſſuredly 
mult evince the true and certain divinity of the 
Son, and muſt convince us ot the ſame. 85 


The Father is certainly the Fountain of Divi- 
nity ; but yet the Son is of the Father, God 
of God.“ Not divided from the eſſence of the 
Father, but is in the Father by way of inhabi. 

tation, 
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tation, and the Father in him, “thou Father 
art in me, and I in thee,” John xvii. 21. And 
if you will but grant this, that the Son 
has the ſame divine nature and eſſence with 
the Father; that he and the Father are one,“ 
John x. 30; * that the Son is over all, God 
bleſſed for ever, Rom. ix. 5, I will have no 
further controverſy with you. But ſince you ſay, 


page 20, Seeing therefore you can produce. no 


Scripture to prove, that Chriſt is ever ſpoken of 
as two perſons, or that his whole perſon is not 
meant in every paſlage, where he is named;” 
I will here produce two texts, out of many more 
which might be produced, which expreſsly 
ſpeak of Jeſus Chriſt as conſiſting of two na- 
tures or ſubſiſtences in union. The firſt is 
Rom. ix. 5, laſt cited, * of whom as concern- 
ing the fleſh Chriſt came.” Concerning the fleſh, 
or as touching the fleſh, his manhood, or human 


nature. Then follows © who is God over all, 


bleſſed for ever.” Surely this cannot be Chriſt, 
as concerning the fleſh, which ſprung from the 
Jews, and conſequently had a beginning; but 
it muſt be ſpoken of his divine nature and ſub- 
ſiſtence, of that which had glory with the Fa- 
ther before the world was,” John xvii. g. The 
other text is Philip ii. 5, 6, 7, * Chriſt Jeſus, 
who being in the form of God, made himſelf 
of no reputation, and taok upon him the form 
of a ſervant, and being found in faſhion as a 
man, humbled himſelf and 'became obedient 

unto 
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unto death.“ Here we find him firſt « being 
in the form of God,” or in his divine nature and 
ſubſiſtence. When he was fo, he took upon 
him the form of a fervant, and being found in 
faſhion as a man, humbled himſelf and became 
obedient unto death. This was furely aſſuming 
the human nature to the divine, he took 
upon him the form of a fervant,” took it upon 
him, or aſſumed ir to him, when he was before 
«in the form of God.“ Hut 1 ſhall fpeak more 
fully to both theſe texts by and by, when T comme 
to conſider them with your Remarks upon them. 
In the mean time I ſhall proceed to what you 
ſay page 20, I will produce two texts, which, 
in my opinion, demonſtrably prove his inferio- 
rity to the Father, even in his greater nature, 
as you choofe to ſpeak, or as he is God.” To 
prove which, you firſt produce John v. 19, 
« The Son can do nothing of himſelf, but what 
he ſeeth the Father do.“ But I beg leave, Sit, 
to obſerve, that the Son 1s not ſpoken of here 
in his greater nature, becauſe, if Chriſt the 
Son can do nothing of himſelf” in his greater 
nature, or as God, but what he ſeeth the Father 
do,“ how can St. Paul with any kind of truth 
ſay, „ can do all things through Chrift which 
ſtrengtheneth me?“ Phil. iv. 13. Strange in- 
deed! „ Chrift the Son can do nothing of him- 
ſelf; and yet Chriſt the Son can ſtrengthen K. 

Paul, a mere man, to do all things. RE 


Theſe 
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5 Theſe two texts ſhew the abſolute neceſſity of 
þ chat diſtinction of Chriſt as to his · Godhead and 
5 manhood, which our Church teaches, in order 
f to make the Scriptures conſiſtent with them- 
ſelves, aud to prevent the all. knowing Re- 
vealer from being the author of confuſion,” 
1 Cor, xiv. 33; notwithſtanding | your unwil 
lingne(s to ſubmit to a doctrine not to be com- 
prehended by man's reaſon; but which is clear- 
ly revealed in the Scriptures, thoſe! unerring 
fountains of truth. Chriſt the Son can do no- 
thing of himſelf, and Chriſt the Son can do all 
things, making uſe of St. Paul as an inſtrument. 
inexplicable difficulty on the Unitarian hypo- 
theſis! But have recourſe to the two natures of 
Chrift, Chriſt as touching his fleſh, and Chriſt 
as God over all, bleſſed for ever, and the diffi- 
eulty vaniſhes, the contradiction is reconciled. 
Chriſt the Son, as man, or as concerning the 
fleſh, can do nothing of himſelf; but Chriſt the 
Son, as God over all, can do all things, or is 
almighty, making uſe of St. Paul as an inſtru- 
ment. 


'- Having thus, I think, overthrown that which 
1 you ſeem to look upon as your ſtrong hold, your 
| invincible poſt, beeauſe it is the firſt of the texts 
„ - which you produced with this Remark, that it 
if « demonſtrably proved his inferiority to the Fa- 
ther, even in his greater nature, page 20, I 
hope what follows will be eaſier to grapple with. 


1 by 
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As to the ſecond. text, which you have pro- 
duced for the ſame purpoſe, page 21 Of that 
day, and that hour knoweth no man, no not the 
angels which are in heaven, neither the Son, but 
the Father,” Mark xiii. 32, 1 have TIT it 
before; page 3 22, 23 


As to your Retarks on St. Athanaſius 8 
creed, in page 23, they make not one jot for 
your purpoſe, © as the reaſonable foul and fleſh 
is one man, ſo God and man is one Chriſt.” 
Upon which you aſk, Could one and the ſame 
perſon both know and not know the ſame thing 
at the fame time? Did our Saviour really know 
the day and hour in his greater nature, Which 
now, united to his leſs, made together with it 
one perſon, as truly as the united body and ſoul 
of man are one perſon, when he fo ſolemnly aſ- 
{ures his diſciples he knew it not?” And then 
you add, © A witneſs in a court of Juſtice de- 
livering ſuch an evidence, would be indicted of 
perjury, and an honeſt jury would convict him, 
notwithſtanding the miſerable quibale, if he 
ſhould dare to alledge it, that his fleſh was real- 
ly ignorant, though his reaſonable ſoul knew 


well enough.” 


As you have introduced a human court of ju- 
ſtice, I ſhall take the liberty ro obſerve What is 
frequently practiſed there, and what appears 
contrary to your doctrine. How often is a man 

D indicted 
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indicted of murder, and found guilty of the fact, 
that ſome exerted force of his body, or fleſh, or 
what you call « his lower nature,” was really 
the immediate cauſe of the death of his fellow 
creature; and yet, after the ' moſt certain proof 
of this, an honeſt jury has brought in their ver- 
dict Chance Medley, or Manſlaughter ; and conſe- 
quently acquitted the perſon of the charge of 
murder, becauſe his reaſonable ſoul, or higher 
nature, was not conſenting, privy, or intention- 
ally willing the act, though his body really com- 
mitted it. I am very ſenſible * that Go@'s 
thoughts are not our thoughts, neither are our 
ways his ways,” Iſaiah Iv.'8; and therefore 
we cannot reaſonably argue from the proceed- 
ings of man to the proceedings of God, neither 
would I have mentioned this, had it not been 
directly in point to annihilate your argument, 
taken from a human court of juſtice, 


You next ſay, page 25, © there is not one 
text in which Jeſus Chriſt ' is mentioned, even 
in his higheſt ſtate of glory, but is capable of 
an eaſy reconciliation, with this his own poſitive 
aſſertion, My Father is greater than I; while it- 
ſelf is utterly irreconcileable with the idea of his 
equality or ſameneſs with God.” Ka 


In anſwer to this I ſhall ſelect a few out of 
that multitude 'of texts which I could produce, 
to prove the propoſition of the Layman, That 


Jeſus 
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Jeſus Chtiſt is with the Father one God ot, in 
my own words, That the Son hath the fame di- 
vine nature and eſſence with the Father; or, 
laſtly, to demonſtrate; in oppoſition. to the Re- 
marker, the Son's equality or ſameneſs with God. 

In order to do this, L ſhall firſt, produce the text 
before cited, Rom. ix. 3, Of whom, as con- 
cerning the fleſh, Chriſt came, who is over all, 
God bleſſed for ever. Amen.“ This appears to 
me as concluſive for, the, divinity or Godhead of 
Chriſt as words can expreſs. Here is alſo noted 
the diſtinction of the two natures in Chriſt, as 
before obſerved. Firſt, He came from the 
Jews “ as concerning the fleſh.”.. This cer- 
tainly ĩimports that there was ſomething ; in him 
which did not come from the. Jews, .from whom 
his fleſ came And what was that? Surely 
his divinity or Godhead, << who is over all, God 
bleſſed for ever.“ In vain do you endeavour to 
explain away this text, in the manner you have 
done, page 44, by ſaying that * Jeſus Chriſt is 
ſometimes. ſtyled God, inithe; holy Scriptures. in a 
ſecondary, or ſubordinate ſenſe; and not Jeſus 
Chriſt only, but the angel who ſpake to Moſes 
in the buſh, Exod, iii. 3, 43 and Moſes himſelf 
was inſtead of a God to his. brother Aaron, 
Exod. vi. 16, we! was made a God to Pha- 
rach.“ Exad. vii. 1. And you add, & Princes 
) are called e 11918 2, | 
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Pray, Sir, who can you ever mention ; h⁰ 
did you ever hear of, read of, or know, that 
ever was ſo far miſled by the angel, or Males, 
or princes being called Gods, as to; worſhip 
them, or pay them divine honours; or to be. 
lieve them equal to the ſupreme God? Where: 
as thouſands have, and yet do (which you very 
well know) worſhip Jeſus Chriſt as God; pay 
him divine honours as Gad; and believe him t 
be equal in nature and eſſence to the ſupreme- 
God. Whence then could ariſe the difference, 
if all were equally called Gods? Certainly only 
from this, that Jeſus Chriſt is revealed to be 
« over all, God bleſſed for ever,“ in a very dif- - 
ferent ſtyle from what the angel, or Moles, or 
the princes, who were called Gods. Though 
the angel is called God, as you fay, yet , un- 
to which of the angels ſaid he at any time thou 
art my Son, this day have 1 begotten thee ?? 
Hebrews i. 5. And again, „thy throne, O 
God, is for ever and ever, a ſceptre gf righte- 
ouſneſs is the ſceptre of thy kingdom.“ % But - 
this he ſaith unto the Son,“ Hebrews i. 8. Now! 
to what purpoſe did he ſpeak thus unto the 8on 
© who is over all, God blefled for ever,“ in / 
language fo far above hat he ever uſod to 1 2 00 
creatures, whether angels or men, if it was not 
to make „ every tongue confeſs that Jeſus 
Chriſt is . to the glory of God the Father, 


Phil. ii. 11. And this effect we find it has had 
upon —_— in every age ſince the word, R 
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But, en 1 wilegd " ee wut 
have recourſe to the original Greek, being ſen- 
ſible that the Engliſn tranſlatibn is againſt you. 
TIO then-lez us go for a decifion of the mat - 

Certainly. if the maſt obviqus and natural 
—— efjabliſhes he Godhead of Jeſus 
Chriſt ; if the ſenſe in which. it was malt likely 
to be underſtood by the Romans, unlearned ag 
well as learned, be ſuch as ſupports this doc- 
trine, then I hope the controveriy will end, and 
Chriſt be acknowledged by all parties to be 
Oer all, God hleſſed for ever.“ For we an- 
nat ſappple that St, Paul would make uſe of 
equivocal words, or captious language, and dif- 
ficult to be warde þ in a , * ard ear 
importancęg. 


As 10 Oase being ſpoken wy 2 g we | 
Chriſt, it is amazing that it ſhould ever come 
into the mind of any man, unleſs he be moſt vio- 


lently prejudiced before-hand ig favour of the 


Unitarian doctrine, and coniequently determined 
to explain away every. paſſage ot-Scripture-which 
does not coincide: with his own nations; -: This 
you ſeem to. be. ſenſible. of :when/yow tay, page 
45, „ they ſaw the neceſſity of inet ir 


in ſuch g ſegie. In Greek it is ut £5 G 4 * 
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wAoynre £6 res atoyas. Literally in Engliſh; 
« and of whom the Chriſt, what is according 
to the fleſh, who is over all, God bleſſed for 
ages, or, as it is ee CUISINE for ever.” 
116.3 

Can any iprehiiced dee think that God 
here relates to any word but Chriſt? Indeed 
you give this up, page 46, and almoſt immedi- 
ately after, page 48, you yield that « it may 
therefore be true of Jeſus Chriſt that he is over 
all, God to be bleſſed, ſo long as the ages ſhall 
continue.“ This is all I contend for; ſo J hope 
we are now agreed. But what a contradiction 
follows! „And yet that he is not the true 
and ſelf-exiſtent God.“ No! what fort of a God 
is he then? „Over all, God bleſſed for ever; 
and yet not true God! We read in Epheſ. iv. 6, 
one God and Father of all, who is over all.“ 
For though it be in our tranſlation “ who is 
above all,” yet here are the very ſame words, 
o er! Tavrrwr, in the original, as are tranſlated, 
Rom. ix. 5, * who is over all.“ In Epheſ. iv. 
6, one God and Father of all, who is over 
all.“ In this text, Rom. ix. 5, * Chriſt who is 
over all.“ Rom. i. 25, we read, * they wor- 
ſhipped the creature more than the Creator, 
who is bleſſed for ever,“ where, in the Greek, are 
the very ſame words, EVAoYNTOs eis rs eutyotss 
as are in Romans ix! 5. The Creator, for not 
worſhipping: whom they are here blamed, is 
1 the true God, ho is over all, bleſſed 
for 


rr 
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for ever.“ Then why is not “ Chriſt, who is 
over all God bleſſed fur ever,” the true God al- 
ſo, as here are the very ſame words. uſed con- 
cerning both, and by the ſame apoſtle too. _ I 
cannot certainly be blamed for taking the apo- 
ſtle at his own word, and interpreting. the ſame 
words, in both places, as relating to the ſame 
glorious Being, the Creator who is over all, 
bleſſed for ever, and © Chriſt. who is over 
all, God bleſſed for ever.” Certainly then they 
are the ſame God. But when you are very 
hard put to it, rather than give up a doctrine 
which ſo far ſurpaſſes your finite reaſon, you 
will tranſpoſe the words, inſtead of o wy e ẽ 
Twy, you will read wy o £71 rf But if once 
you begin to alter the poſition of words in the 
Scriptures, and tranſpoſe them as you pleaſe, 
only indulge me with the ſame liberty, and I 
will undertake to prove any doctrine whatever 
out of the Scriptures, however abſurd or blaſ- 
phemous. When you are ſo hard preſſed that 
you want to tranſpoſe the words, you ſeem to 
be at your ne plus ultra; I therefore beſeech you 
to give it up, and ſubmit to the truth as reveal- 
ed, n en to e Tra 


Tu coy, page o, The very peculiar 5 


ſeology is —.— ſtrong preſumption againſt 
the preſent reading.“ And you inſtance in a 
few texts, where the verb erf, or ſome word 
coming from it, is wanting in the Greek Teſta- 

ment, 
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ment, and the fenſe compleat without it. Be it 
ſo; it is not, However, Wanting here, indir 
was, che ſenſe' is ſufficiently inrelligible without 
it. But you want to take it ut,” and to put it 
in another place, by way of interpolation. Ts 
is ſcarce fait or allowable; Remember the words 
of St. Paul, 2 Cor. iv. 2, Not walking In 
craftineſs, nor handling the word of God de 
ceitfully.“ But you ſay, p. 31; * Certaifly' fb 
mere an expletive would not have been uſed- by 

a preacher who gave words -6nly to his ideas, 
and never ought an expletive to grace, 1 
leſs to diſgrace,” his language? but the word 
y, which you wiſh to be left out, is not à mere 
expletive in this place. It is tranſlated inte the 
Engliſh word * is,“ and though, as before ob 
ſerved, the paſſage might have been very well 
underſtood without it, yer there is no other 
Greek for the word © is.” Moreover, St, Paul, 
this „ preacher Who gave words only to His 
ideas,” has uſed it in other places, as dd e 
Paus, eto thoſe that are in Rome, * Roti: 1. 7. 


and & gory wAoynros eis 7% dive, who is 
: bleſſed. for ever, Rom. i. 25, twice in ode 
chapter, beſides many other places; and there- 
fore why might we not uſe it here alſo, without 
its being liable to be taken away by you upon 
fafpicion only ? Beſides, you not only take'"it 
away here, but you inſert it in ahother lace, 
whitre | it will ſerve your turn better. 8 
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Having done with this text, the next I ſhall 
produce is, « God was manifeſt in the fleſh,” 
1 Tim. iii. 16, One would think this ſufficient 
to demonſtrate to any unprejudiced petſon, not 
only that Chriſt was God, but that he had alſo 
another nature beſides the divine, he was © God 
manifeſt in the fleſh,” or in the nature of man. 
But this you get over in your uſual manner, by 
ſtriking heos out of the text, and inſtead thereof 
you read g or g ; and, in order to give a ſhew 
of reaſon for this, you ſay, page 56, that Sir 
Iſaac Newton in his ſecond Letter to Le Clerc, 
has “ come little ſhort of demonſtration, that 
this word is as ſhameleſs a forgery as the ſpuri- 
ous verſe of John, v. 7. However, to take 
you at your own word, he has come a © little 
ſhort” of it, and as. the learned Sir Iſaac New- 
ton has come a little * ſhort in his attempt, I 
think you and I will ſtand a very poor chance to 
make up what ſo eminent a man came a lictle 
ſhort of, But as you take this of John v. 7, for 
granted, to be a ſhameleſs forgery, I ſhall here 
ſay a little to ſupport the authenticity of this, 
and ſhall paſs over the other which Sir faac 
Newton himlelf fell ſhort in atiempring to de- 
monſtrate a forgery ; ; becauſe if fo great a geni- 
us could not do it, it is a ſtrong prefumptive 
teſtimony of the impoſſibility of its being done. 


The text which you ſay is quite clear to 
have « been foiſted into the ſacred writing,” 
E is 
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is John v. 7, „for there are three that bear re- 
cord in heaven, the Father, the Word, Wi 
Holy Ghoſt, and theſe Three are One.” hat 
is principally objected againſt the text is the 
ſcarcity of copies, eſpecially the more ancien 4 
ones, in which it is now found. It ſeems not 
to have been in the Syriac verſion, and others 
uſed in the fourth and fifth centuries, as we may. 
ſuppoſe from the Fathers of theſe times never, 
citing it, when they had the ſame diſpute con- 
cerning the divinity of the Son which we now. 
have; neither is it in the Alexandrian manu-. 
ſeripr, and ſome others of good repute. And 
in thoſe books where it is, it is often in a dif. 
terent order ſubjoined to the verſe of the three 
witneſſes on earth. 

Theſe are the arguments uſed to ſupport che 
forgery; but yet theſe do not demonſtrate it to 
be ſpurious or not written by St. John. We 
know very well that in the firſt ages of Chriſtia- 
nity before the invention of printing, the,cox,. 
pics were all written, and frequently copies af 
copies were taken, and therefore it is no won 
der if ſome haſty negligent ſcribe omitted the, 
text, and this defective tranſcript was copied, 
by many others. And what makes this the more 
probable is, that there is the ſame reaſon ſor an 
omiſſion here, as of almoſt all the omiſſions, we 
meet with in the tranſcribing any writings 
whatever, namely," the repetition of the ame 
words, 
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art das fy 2102-1907 X 901 v5 fl 10. 
For s, 7 eig d. — + there, are 
three that bear witneſs,” at the beginning of 
each verſe or ſentence, and 4 e are one” at 
the end. of each verſe, or ſentence. A cauſe ſuſſi: 
cient to produce a miſtake in a haſty, cranſcriber, 
And what makes it more probahle that it was 
owing to ſoch A, miſtake in a tranſcriber, and 
from thence taken. into many copies, is, that 
Tertullian in the ſecond century, in his book 
againſt Praxeas 8 „ has ſaid, * The connection of 
the Father i in "the Son, 1 of the Son in the 
Comforter, make three coherent, Beings, one of 
another; which three are one thing, nat ane 
perſon,“ where he ſeems to haye had his eye 
upon the controverted paſſage in St. John. 
However it ſhews that this was a doctrinę held 
long before the diſpute againſt Arius, St, Cys - 
prian, who wrote not long after, peaking of the a 
Creator, and of Chriſt, and the Holy 8 itit, 
ſays, © theſe Three ate One +.” And Fu gen- 
tius Ruſpenſis, a learned and very ancient Atri- 
can, cites the paſſage in diſpute out of St. John. 
and ſays that St. Cyprian cited the ſame. His 
words are , the bleſſed apoſtle John witneſſeth, 
ſaying, There are Three that bear witneſs in 
heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Spirit, 
and theſe Three are One, which alſo the bleſſed 
mattyr Cyprian confeſſes in his book of the uni- 
ty . the Sbattehe 2 here it e that Ful. 
G "I EL genius 
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gentius refers to the _ of Cyprian Re 
cited. | 


Theſe enges f from Tertullian and Cypea, 
eſpecially: the latter as cited by Fulgentius, ſhew. 
that the text was in the African copies of the 
New Teſtament uſed by them, and therefore 
not inſerted as an interpolation after the « contro · 
verfy with en aroſe. 


Beſides, why may not St. John write in the 
epiſtle the ſame in effect as he has done in his 
goſpel? Has he not told us, John x. 30, 1 
and my Father are one?“ A thing which 1 
ſuppoſe you will object as much to as you will 
to the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt bring one. 
Again: Does not John ſay, ch. v. 37, „The 
Father himſelf which ſent me hath borne witneſs 
of me? Again: ch. viii. 18, „I am one that 
bear witneſs of myſelf?” And, ch. xv. 26, 
The ſpirit of truth, which proceedeth from 
the Father, he ſhall teſtify (or bear W of 
me? 


| Here then St. John, in his goſpel, cnn | 
three that bare witneſs (or record) of the Son, 
the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghoſt 
and alſo that the . Father and the Son are one.” 
And therefore why in his epiſtle might he not 
alſo mention three that bear record (or wit- 
neſs) in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the 


1 Holy 
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Holy Ghoſt, and theſe three are one for we 
have the ſame word in the original in all the 
four places, though it be differently tranſlated, 
« bear record,“ „ bear witneſs,” and “ teſtify,” 
and therefore it ſignifies the lame. thing in all the 
places. And ſuppoſe you have as little objec- 
tion to their teſtimony or witnc fein his epiſtle 
that three are one, as to the teſtimony ar wit- 
neſs in his goſpel that the Farharrand the Bon 
{or that two) are one,” both being equally in- 
comprehenſible to out reaſon. For theſe: rea- 
ſons I am convinced that che text contains the 
genuine words of St. John, notwithſtanding any 
cavils which I have read againſt it, or attempts 
to expunge it as a forgery, ſince St. John h 
taught the ſame doctrine in his goſpel. If then 
this text be genuine, we have a clear teſtimony 
of the one Godhead of Father Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt ; „ theſe three are one.“) What weight 
the foregoing arguments have in them, to ſup · 
port it as the genuine writing of St. John, I 
leave to the uaprejudiced reader, at the ſame 
time acknowledging that I am convinced my- 
ſelf, and have no manner of doubt from any 
thing I have yet ſeen or heard advanced againſt 
= of 5 as AR 


The next text I ſhall mention is, In” him 
dwelleth all the fulneſs of the Godhead bodily,“ 
Col. ii. 9. Here again you have recourſe to the 
original, and you torture your invention, by eve- 


Ty 
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ry means  poflible, to puta ſenſe upon Gase 
quite different from what the Colloſſians, upon 
reading this epiſtle, would take to be the meaning 
of St. Paul. If in interpreting paſſages ot Scrip- 
ture you ſeek out every far-fetched ſenſe which: 
the words may poſſibly bear, and every man 
does the ſame, the Scriptures will, be, to rife; 
your own words, page 74. maſhed into ſuch a 
mingle mangle,” that we ſhall not be able to 
kiow any thing about them, Certainly where 
texts are capable of being rendered differently;+ 
the ſenſe which is the moſt, obvious, plain, and 
familiar, ought to be embraced in preference to 
every other; eſpecially if ſupported by many 
other plain texts of Scripture ſignifying the ſatne ; 
thing; otherwiſe. the writings of the apoſtles- 
which were intended for the inſtruction of the 
ſeveral people they were. ſent to, would ſerve 
rather to miflead than to direct, ta confound /. 
than to edify. With this view. then. let 55 2.5 
the text before us. The Greek i 18 "Or: &V ar, 
X&TOKEL TAY TO TAnpwpec Ts Seo ruxos Vr f 
To underſtand which you ſay, page 38, .it 
will be neceſſary to ſtate the preciſe An 4 
TANW ure Secondly, The relation which: s: 
Tres bears to it, and the meaning of this latter 
word. Thirdly, The exact idea conveyed - by 
the adverb gur. Agreed. Firſt απ. 
po The moſt plain and obvious menning 
of this] is certainly: as tranſlated, * fulneſs from 
the verb e impleo or ſuppleo, to ll por" 
lupply 
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ſupply 3 and in this ſenſe it is uſed, John i. 165 


e TH G THpdjcal es au; "jets Tavks Naber, 
«.of his fulneſs have All we received ef At 
alſo uſed and tranflated ſo in Rom. xl L. 12, 
Rom. xi. 26, Rom. xv. 29, Gal. iv. 4, Fel d 
2353 Epheſ. iv. 13, Col. i. 19, as Al as in this, 
text Col. ii. 9. In all which laces we mers. 
with the ſame word, and always kraft 60 ful. 
neſs.“ And though (as you obſerve) 1 it is tranſ-.. 
lated, Marth. ix. 16; „that which 7 is put in to 
fill up,” yer the ſenſe would be expreſſed very. 
well, if it was thefe alſo tranſlated” « fulneſs. 
Thus, & For the folnefs of it (the new cloth), ta- 
keth from the (old) garment, and the rent, 18... 
made worſe.” But apply your rendering. 66 that. 
a which is put in to fill up“ ro the texts I have 
1. mentioned above, and you will plagly ſes the. 
js abſurdity and inconſiſtency. T will on ly app. 
1 it to one myſelf, that is to fay,. Ephel. * 23651 
tis. | and then inſtead of “the Church Which. d e 


90 body, the fulrieſs of him that Ki leth all; in all,“, 


557 we muſt read, the Church, which! is his Se 
81 that which is put in to fill him up, \ "who fillerh, 

* all in all. Something which is Put in to il 
nic him up, ' who already “ Allerh all in all,“ i Is not 
197 very-elligiblec' Bir i e een 3 
a us. ſeecndly, 1 Sond 3 a! Wo have 
12 very near theſame word again Rom. i. a0, where 
1 1 it 1s, tranſlated Godhead, even his en 


705 power and Godlicad.” Notwithſtanding this: * 0 


lis will grant you, that bea and be, God and 
N : Yigg: Godhead 
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Godhead, are ſynonimous terms, though not 
from any conviction which you have raiſed in 
me from citing Acts xvii. 29, © that the God-. 
head is like unto Gold and Silver,” becauſe in 
the Greek there it is her, a very different word, 
though it is S«oTy; in Rom, i. 20, very near the 
fame as For, Col. ii. ix, and both words ate 
preciſely of the ſame ſignification. 


But, thirdly, The word ownarrws. I will 
here alſo grant your tranſlation, and allow it to 
be rendered as you have done in p W 2 
* collectiveh, or in one aggregate ſum. 
let us vie the words in Greek and — I 
Greet, Oli & avi, xalond me» To TAwota 
ns Teolnios TW AWW. In Engliſh, For in 
him dwelleth all the fulneſs of God, collective- 
ly,“ or in one aggregate ſum. Certainly, then, 
this is ſufficient to convince any one of the 
Godhead or Divinity of the Son, when “ all the 
fulneſs of God dwelleth in him,” or in the man 
Tefus Chriſt. Can more than all the ftulnefs/of 
God, in one aggregate ſum, dwell in the Fa- 
ther to make him the true God any more than 
Jeſus Chriſt? If more does dwell in him, I would 
be very glad to be informed what that more is, 
or indeed can be. If all the fulneſs of God be 
wholly in Jeſus Chriſt, or in one aggregate ſum 
in him, he can want no part (if I may be allow- 
ed to apply the word part to God) and therefore 
he muſt be the real and true God; the whole 


God the ſupreme God; in who is alt the 
fulneſs 


. 

fulneſs of God bodfly, Fan coflectively, or 
in one aggregate fun. - A as aus” a , * 

I ſhall next prod koh, 6, J, before-nieh- 
tioned.” 2 Wks" being in tie fan ö G80, 
thought it no robbery to be equal with God; 
but made himſelf of no reputation, and took 
upon him the form of a ſervant; and was made 
in the likeneſs of men, and being found in fa- 
ſhion as a man, he humbled himſelf, and bechme 
obedient unto. death, even the death of "the 
croſs.“ One would naturally think you would 
never have attempted to have explained away ſo 


clear a text, as you have done in your poſtſoript. 


Theſe words certainly at leaſt demonſtrate that 
he who took upon him the form of à ſervant, 
was before that in the form of God. But being 
in the form of God, he thought it not (@pray 
ue) robbery (or an unjuſt taking any thing by 
violence) to be equal with God He thought 
(or was conſcious of) no wrong in being equal 
with God. But he made himſelf of no reputa- 
tion (ec ork he emptied himſelf, and took 
upon him the form of a ſervant, aſſumed the 
human nature to the divine. St. Paul inconteſ- 
tably ſhews here, that Jeſus Chriſt was in the 


form of God before he made himſelf of no re- 


putation, or before he emptied himſelf, and 
took upon him the form of a ſervant a for as 
you juſtly obſerve; page 89, St. Paulis re- 
rr the 8 — 
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and an incomparable example it is. Being in 
the form of God, and equal with God, he made 
himſelf of no reputation, and took upon him 
the form of a ſervant; he was made man. But 
upon your ſuppobrion that he was no more 
than a creature, where is the example of his 
humility ? Perhaps you will anſwer, that from 
a creature of a ſuperior nature he became man. 
But can a creature humble itſelf by making 
itſelf into another ſpecies of creatures? Can 
you or I make ourſelves any other creatures 
than men? No. Neither could Chriſt, if a crea- 
ture only, make himſelf of no reputation, or 
empty himſelt, and take upon himſelf the like- 
neſs of man, without the aſſiſtance of God. 
And if God abaſed him, emptied him, or made 
him a little lower, who was before only a crea- 
ture, he then did not abaſe or humble himſelf, 


but God humbled him; and conſequently this 


could not be propoſed as an example of humi- 
litv. All humility or condeſcenſion neceſſarily 
ſuppoſes a voluntary deſcending from an higher 
to a lower ſtate. Chriſt took upon him the form 
of a ſervant when he became man. This ap- 
pears clear from the very words. He made 
himſelf of no reputation, or emptied himſelf, 
taking upon him the form of a ſervant, being 
made in the likeneſs of men. This latter part 
of the ſentence after the former, without any 
conjunction copulative in the original between 
them, is manifeſtly explanatory of the * 

ow 
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How then did Jeſus. Chriſt make himſelf of no 
reputation, empty or abaſe himſelf ?' St. Paul 
anſwers, by taking upon him the form of à fer- 
vant. But how did Jetus Chriſt take upon him 
the form of a ſervatit? The anſwer follows, by 
being made in the likeneſs of men; man in all 
things © like as we are, yet without fin,” 
Heb. iv. 15. Hence, i it is clear that Jeſus Chriſt 
exiſted, and that in the form of Got alſo, be- 
fore he took upon him the form of A ſervant, 
the likeneſs of men, 

But we ſhould obſerve, that the form of a 
ſervant does not here ſignify a ſervile condition, 
in oppoſition to the condition of a free man, or 
one that is his own maſter. Jeſus Chriſt never 
was a ſervant in that reſpect. But the form of 
a ſervant is plainly oppoſed to the form of God; 
and all creatures, however excellent, are infi- 
nitely below God, and therefore, when com- 
pared to him, have the form of ſervants, and 
are obliged to ferve and 'obey him. If Jetus 


Chriſt, in his former ſtate of ſubſiſtence, when 


in the form of God, was only a creature, he 
was then in the form of a ſervant only to God. 
Then how could he, being a creature in the 
form of a ſervant, be ſaid to take upon him the 
form of a ſervant? This I acknowledge to be 
above my comprehenſion. But Jeſus Chriſt be- 
ing in the form of God, and equal with God, 
ion beg, in an uncreated nature, took upon 

F 2 him 
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him the form of a ſervant, a created nature; or 
the human nature, and became obedient unto 
God. This clearly explains the meaning of 
theſe texts of Scripture, in which the Son is re- 
preſented as inferior to the Father. If Jeſus 
Chriſt had taken upon him the form of an angel, 
he would ſtill have taken upon him the form of 
a ſervant, for angels, as well as every other crea- 
ture, are ſervants of the moſt high God. Since, 
therefore, the form of God, and form of a ſer- 
vant, or likeneſs of men, are oppoſed one to 
another; Jeſus Chriſt was ſo made in the form 
of a ſervant, or likeneſs of men, that he was a 
true man in the ſame manner as before he was 
in the form of God; ſo that he was true God, 
equal with God. This oppoſition then of the 
form of God, and form of a ſervant, manifeſtly 
overthrows the Unitarian doctrine; becauſe, be- 
fore he took upon him the form of a ſervant, or 
a created nature, he ſubſiſted in the form of 
God, ſervant to no one, and conſequently in an 
uncreated nature. But, as before obſerved, if 
before he was incarnate, he was only a creature, 
however glorious, he was then alſo in the 
form of a ſervant; a ſervant to God his Creator, 
and infinitely below him too. What an amaz- 
ing condeſcenſion was it in him, who was the 
true God, ſervant to no one, not to deſire ho- 
nour as God, but to empty and abaſe himſelf, 
and take upon himſelf the form of a ſervant! 
But had he been a creature, however dignified,” 
and 


— 
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and not God, it muſt have been ſtrange pre- 
ſumption and robbery indeed to have had any 
thought of being equal to God; and equally 
ſtrange to have had this mentioned here with a 


view of recommending humility and condeſcen- . 
ſion by his GT 81 b 


Now theſe texts already produced, I think, 
are quite ſufficient to prove Jeſus. Chriſt to be 
God. He is clearly revealed to be over all 
God bleſſed for ever, God manifeſt in the 
fleſh,” „jn whom dwelleth all the fulneſs of the 
Godhead bodily, collectively, or in one aggre- 
gate ſum.” So far above the angels, that he is 
ſpoke to as God in language far above what 
was ever uſed to angels, or any created being 
whatever, as Thy throne, O God, is for ever 
and ever; a ſceptre of righteouſneſs is the ſcep- 
tre of thy kingdom.“ And when in the form 
of God,” and ſervant to no one, he thought 
it no robbery to be equal with God,“ but then 
he took * upon him the form of a ſervants be- 
ing made in the likeneſs of men ;” thus uniting 
the two natures or ſubſiſtences, the divine and 
the human. | 


I could produce many more texts, . equally... 
clear, to ſupport the Godhead or Divinity of Je- 
ſus Chriſt ;- but as theſe which I have mentioned 
are allowed to be the revelation of the God of 
truth, they are entirely ſufficient, and to e g 

Ply 


I Y ” * 5 "7 ns 
„ 


8! 


ply the number is only needleſs labour. 1 ſhaft 
add one or two more to prove the equality or 
fameneſs of Jeſus Chriſt with God the Father, 
the ſupreme God, ſo that there are not two or 
more Gods, but one God only, 


The firſt is „ and my Father are one,” 
John x. 30. Here you ſay, in the original it 
is Ey, not «5, one thing, not one God,” p. 36. 
This I grant; but where is the difference? Can 
one thing be two, any more than one God be 
two? Here I turn your own artillery upon you. 
If one thing can be only one' and the. ſame 

"thing, and not two, then God the Father and 
Jeſus Chriſt cannot be two but one, one thing as 
they are here ſaid to be, I and my Father are 
one,” one thing, one ens or exiſtence. Here 
we both ſeem to be arrived at the neceſſity of 
granting the incomprehenſible myſtery of two 
perſons, the Father and the Son being one 
thing; and one thing, or one ens or exiſtence, 
being two perſons, the Father and the Son, or 
elſe of denying the New Teſtament to be the 
revelation of God. | 


It is very true here ſeems to be a contradic- 
tion when judged of by our limited underſtand- 
ing, and I conclude that they cannot be one and 
two in the ſame reſpect. The divine eſſence ap- 
pears to ys. to be only poſſible to be one, as 


there can be no more Gods but one. The 
Scriptures 
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Scriptures aſſure us, that the Lord our God is 
one Lord, Deut. vi. 4. Fet they here, in 
John x. 30, join the Son with the Father as one; 
and they likewiſe join them in the ſame names 
and worſhip: Therefore they ſeem to be capable 
of number, as to their relation to each other, 
though not as to their divine nature and eſſence, 
which is but one. The Son appears plainly to 
have ſuch a communion in true and eternal 
Godhead, as to haye the ſame names and wor- 
ſhip aſcribed to each, and yet they are clearly 
diſtinguiſhed as to their perſonal characters, re- 
lations, and offices. But you ſay, page 36, that 
„our Saviour himſelf explains his own meaning 
very fully, John xvii. 11, 21, 23, 24, where 
he makes this prayer, Holy Father, keep thro 
thine own name thoſe whom thou haſt given me, 
that they may be one, as we are; that they all 
may be one, as thou, Father, art in me, and I 
in thee; that they alſo may be one in us, that 
the world may know that thou haſt ſent me; 
that they may be one, even as we are one; 
that they may behold my glory which thou haſt 
given me.“ And then you add, Do you not 
know that this very anſwer has been given a 
thouſand times; that it has never been refuted; 
that, if it be capable of refutation, you aught 
to have done your cauſe that ſervice, before you 
had alledged this text, which our Saviour him- 
ſelf fo ſtrongly intimates to be impertinent?“ I 
confeſs that 'I cannot ſee any ſtrong intimation 
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of our Saviour. that it is impertinent 3 neſther 
can I ſce how our Saviour explains his own 
meaning ſo very fully; and as to this anſwer 
having been given a thouſand times, that can he 
nothing to the purpoſe, becauſe if it was given 
ten thouſand more, this will not add any mote 
to its weight or power to overthrow the Trini- 
tarian doctrine, than if it had been only once 
given. We find that the Jews, in whoſe heat- 
ing theſe words, I and my Father are one, 
were ſpoken, concluded from them, that they 
Tignified Jeſus to be God, and accordingly © the 
Jews took up ſtones to ſtone him,“ John x. 31. 
Upon which Jeſus aſked for what they ſtoned 
him? The Jews anſwered, „ becauſe that thou, 
being a man, makeſt thyſelf God,” John x. 33. 
And Jeſus did not offer one word to undeceive 
them; did never ſay in anſwer to them that he 
was not God, neither did he give them any other 
explanation or ſenſe of the words, than what 
they firſt underſtood them in. If Jeſus was not 
God, he certainly would have embraced this op- 
Portuniry of convincing the Jews of their miſ- 
take, in concluding from his words that he made 
"himſelf God. He who is the way and the truth, 
and came to teach men the truth, would, yer 
"ſuffer a number of people, to whom he was dif. 
courſing, ſo far to miſtake his words as to be- 
lieve that he taught himſelf to be God, and yet 
never contradi what he perceived them to be- 
live, if he was not God. But you may ſay Mr 
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laid in che prayer of our Saviour above · mention- 
ed, 3 thou, Father, art in ae and I in thee, 


ſo they alſo may be one in us.” Hence it ap- 
pears, that the diſciples are one in the Father 
and the Son, as the F ather and the Son are one 
in one another. 


To which I anſwer, if the diſciples were one 
in them, in the fame ſenſe and reſpect as they 
are one in one another, why did the Jews, to 
whom he ſpake theſe words, and after them 
millions more, even till this day, believe the 
Father and the Son to be one and the ſame 
God; and yet you cannot produce any one who- 
ever believed from the other words that the Fa- 
ther, the Son, and the diſciples. were all, one A 
the ſame God? 


But let us hete i inquire into the meatiing, of 
theſe, words, that they may be one as we 
are, as thou, Father, art in me and [i in thee, 
that they may alſo be one in us.“ That i is, that 
they may alſo be one, of one mind, one ſoul, 
and one ſpirit, i in communion or fellowſhip] in us. 
Or, as it is in i John i. 3» ec with us,” © our 
communion .or fellowſhip. i is with the, Father and 
with his Son Jeſus Chriſt,” even as we the Fa- 
ther and Jeſus Chriſt are one, of one mind, one 
ſoul, and one ſpirit, in communion one Pad 
other, I in thee and thou in me.” But the 
mind, or ſoul, or ſpirit of God, is God, the 
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4 
very eſſence or * of God, God is a a ſpirit, - 
John iv. 24; and therefore, if the Father and 
the Son be of one mind, ſoul, or ſpirit, they are 
of one and the ſame eſſence, in communion one 
with another, the ſame God; for the Godhead 
is indiviſible, one infinite and immenſe whole, 
cc thou, Father, in me and I in thee.” Then fol- 
lows, that they may be one in us. That holy 
men have a kind of communion or fellowſhip 
with God, appears ſufficiently from ſeveral verſes 
of this ſeventeenth chapter of John, as well as 
from 1 John i. 3, before-mentioned, but no- 
thing equal to that infinite and incomprehenſible 
communion of the Father and the Son in the 
Godhead or divine nature; nay, indeed, infi- 
nitely below infinity itſelf in this, as in all other 
reſpects. The apoſtles had one and the ſame 
nature and eſſence, viz. the human, but divided. 
The Father and the Son have one and the fame 
nature and eſſence, viz. the divine, which is not 
made up of parts, and therefore cannot be * 


vided. 


Again: The Father and the Son have the 
ſame names, incommunicable to any -creature, 


© 1 ſhall only give one inſtance, out of many which 
might be produced, © thou ſhalt know no God 


but me; for there is no Saviour beſides me,“ 


Hoſ. xiii. 4. Let, Titus iii. 6, we read, “through 
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Jeſus Chriſt our Saviour.” From hence ariſes 
this argument, There is no Saviour belides 
God,” Hoſea xiii. 4. i do] 
But Jeſus Chriſt is Saviour, Titus i. 6. = 
Therefore Jeſus Chriſt is Gd. 
The major and minor propoſitions are ſcriptural 
words, and the inference fair, and undeniable. 
Jeſus Chriſt then is demonſtrably. God, one and 
the ſame God, one and the ſame. Serious, þ be- 
ſides whom there is no other. 


Again: Teſus Chriſt i is joined i in the —＋ wor- 
ſhip with the Father, the four-and-twenty elders 
fall down, before him that ſat on the throne, and 
worſhip. him that liveth for ever and ever, ſay- 
ing, thou art worthy,, O Lord, to recelye glory, 
and honour, and power, for thou, haſt, created 
all things, and for thy pleaſure they are and 
were created,” Rev. iv. 10, 11, To whom, this 
worſhip was addreſſed, is clear from, the eighth 
verſe, to the + Lord. God Almighty, which was, 
and is, and is to come; verſe 9, to him that 
fat on the throne, who liveth for ever and ever.“ 
But the ſame worſhip is addreſſed to Jeſus Chriſt 
the Lamb, Rev. v. 12, “ worthy, 1s the Lamb 
that was ſlain, to receive power, and glory, and 
honour,” the ſame as the Father, the Lord God 
Almighty, 1 is declared above to be worthy, to re- 
ceive z yet neverthelels it is £xprelsly laid, by. our 
Saviour himſelf, Matthew i iw. to, thou ſhalt 


vorſhip the Lord thy God, and him only ſhalt 


ESE", .. .. thou 


. 

thou ferve.” If then the Lamb that was ffäſt 
is worthy to receive the ſame worſhip and ad- 
ration as the Lord God Almighty. is worthy to 
receive, they are certainly one, one and the ſame: 
Lord God Almighty, which a:one we are to wor-. 
ſhip and ferve, and accordingly: they are joined 
in the very ſame adoration, Kev: v. 13, * bleſs: 
ſing. and honour, and glory, and power, be ung; 
to him that ſitteth upon the thione, and unto the 
Lamb, for ever and ever.“ Where, by him that 
ſitteth upon the throne, is meant the Lord God 
Almighty, as appears trom Rev. iv. 8, 95 be 
fore · mentioned] and by the Lamb, every one 
will allow Jeſus Chriſt to be meant. Certainly 
then if the Father and the Son be one; if the 
Father be in the Son, and the Son i in the Father; 
if the Father be a Saviour, and the Son a Savi- 
our, and yet no Saviour beſides God; if the ſame 
worſhip or adoration be addreſſrd in the Scrip: 
tures to the Father and the Son; and yet the 
ſame Scriptutes tell us, that we muſt worſhip 
and ſerve the Lord our God only, then cer- 

tainly we have ſufficient watrant from the ſame: 
Scriptures'to conclude, that the Father and Son 
are one and the ſame God; the God beſides 
whom there is no Saviour ; the God which alone 
we are to worſhip and ſerve “. 

n may be obſected here that I exclude the Holy Ghoſt," be 
third perſon ot relation in the Trinity, from being God. - To; 
which 1 anſwer, by no meabe : But as the preſent own 1 


is concermng the divinity. of Jeſus Chriſt, I conline y argue 
ment to that article only. 


5 
As. to- the defifition- i6n- of worſhip: hie- VU 
give; page 73; Vit is; to uſe your ο] Werd 
in the lame page, ** ſo excerdingiy childiſn, that 
a ſerious man does not know how to give you: 
an anſwer.“ Nou make the worſhipping of Je. 
ſus to be no more than a mark vf reſpect 
that could not decently have been withheld: 
from the loweſt of their magiſtrates TU 
then aſſt, Does it argue any divinity in 
when your inferior, or he who has received a fa.” 
vour, takes off his hat, and makes you an obel- 
ſance?“ 1 anſwer; No: But ſure there is 4 
great differente between tliat cultus eivilis, tha 
civil reſpect, or, if yon pleaſe, that "worſhip 
which is paid by an inferior creature to a ſuped 
rior one, and that religious worſhip” which is* 
paid by a creature to its creator This latter 
(religious worſhip) conſiſts in offering up prayer, 
ptaiſe, and thankſgiving to God our Creators” 
and Preſerver, our Saviour and Redecmer; 97 
| whereas the former (civil-reſpe& or worſhip)” 10 
| offered by a creature to its fellow-creature; and* 
7 is no more than à reſpect which paſſes" from 
one to another on the account of ſome mera 
worth or excellence. But the religious worſhip 
paid to Jeſus Chriſt, is the ſame which is paid 
to God the Father and Creator, and is offered to 
both with one and the ſame breath, * ſalvation 
unto our God which fitrerht'upon' the throne: and 
unto the Lamb,“ Rev. vii. 10. And again; 
* Blefling, and honour, and glory, and power, 
ao bm 35d 05 lgitt 
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be unto him that ſitteth upon the throne, and 
unto the Lamb, for ever and ever,” Rev. v. 13, 
before-mentioned. | 


Now, as it is neceſſary to diſtinguiſh worſhip 
into two ſpecies, religious and . civil, the firſt 
due unto the Lord our God only, who is our 
Creator, and alone uncreated; the ſecond due. 
from one created being to another. So our Lord 
Teſus Chriſt, we ſee, was worſhipped along with 
God the Father, © who ſitteth upon the throne, 
and who liveth for ever and ever;” and there- 
fore with ſuch worſhip as 1s due ta the uncreated 
God only. This worſhip we find always refuſed 
by creatures, who knew their duty to their 
Creator, when it was offered them, as by Paul 
and Barnabas, Acts xiv. 15, and by the Angel, 
Rev. xix. 20; but was not refuſed by our Lord 


Teſus Chriſt the Lamb, ſince it was juſtly his 
due, for © he thought it no robbery to be equal 
with God,” Phil. ii. 6; but was „ worthy ta 


receive power, and riches, and wiſdom, and 
ſtrength, and honour, and glory, and bleſng," 


Wer. . 


Having thus gone through what Lodge 
produce from the Scriptures, concerning the 
union or ſameneſs of the Father and the Son, I 
proceed to pages 75 and 76, where you ſay that 


l ſo far differ from Mr. Lindley, that I do not 
think it ſinful to pay ſuch worſhip to the Son, 
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as to his high office. of God's vicegerent, and 
thoſe godlike powers and perfections with'which 
the Father has inveſted him, may ſeem ſuitable?” 

But give me leave to aſk you, what ſort of-wor- 
ſhip you would pay to him ? Religious worſhip, 
ſuch as is due to the Lord our God only; or ci- 
vil reſpect; ſuch as is due to the creatures of the 
moſt High? I know of no medium, or. of no 
other ſpecies; , becauſe with whatever godlike 
powers and perfections Jeſus Chriſt may be in- 
veſted, if he be only a created being, he can 
only be capable of civil reſpect being paid him 
as a creature, when he is viſibly preſent with us, 
for in that caſe he is as much below infinity itſelf 
as either you or I, and conſequently as incapa- 
ble of religious worſhip, which can only be due 
to the omnipreſent and uncreated Creator of all 
things. If Jeſus Chriſt is not the infinite and 
omnipreſent God, how . vain and unmeaning 
would theſe words of St. Peter be, “ our Lord 
and Saviour Jeſus Chriſt, to whom be glory 
both now and for ever. Amen!“ 2 Pet. iii. 18. 

To what purpoſe is this doxology, unleſs Jeſus 
Chriſt be God every where preſent? If he be 
only a limited and - circumſcribed ereature, the 
chance was“ infinite againſt his hearing it, and 
therefore it was moſt probably offered in vain. 


I 


* * Any limited ſpace, beware ede, 1 no proportion 
to infinity, unleſs one may be allowed the expreſſion, infinite 
proportion. 
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or teach him it; becauſe you ſay, “it .decides 
with mathematical certainty that it is not true; 
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wich bk rl we maß give up ect ng 
to evety ſpecies of idolatry ; but © though there 
be that are called Gods, whether in hraven gt 
in earth, yet to us there is but one God the, Fa- 
ther, and one Lord Jeſus: Chriſt,” 1 Cor. xi. 
3, 6, „ho are both one,“ John x. 30; the 
one living and true God, to whom alone feli- 
gious worſhip can be paid without being guiley 
of idolatry. In pages 76 and 77; you lay, f 
the ſufftage of reaſon may be taken, it decides 


wüh mathematical and intuitive certainty, that 
the Athanaſian doctrine is not true.“ And in 
the laſt· mentioned page you ſy, if an appeal 


is made from reaton to the bar of Scripture, 
that pronounces with equal certainty.” Now, 
admitting the truth of both theſe propoſitions, 
that recalon decides with mathematical certainty 
- againſt it, and that Scripture does the ſame, with 


equal certainty, I beg of you, or tome ot your 
Unitarian brethren, to refolve me this plain 


queſtion,” By what means did the Trinitarian 


doctrine ever enter the mind of any man to con- 


ceive? Reaſon could not inform any man or it, 


Scripture could not inform any man of it, or 
teach him it, becauſe ir © pronounces with 
equal certainty” againſt it. Whence then could 
the doctrine ariſe? or to what ſhall we attribute 
its original? E am fure this is a W 
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Feindvt give aby probable Tolucioh of, Per- 
haps you may fay; from an yſurped authority; 
as in page 78, that tempts by rewards, ang 
deters' by penalties, Chriſt's ſubjects from their 
allegiance ;* but the difficulty RH. remains. 
Pray, Sir, how could this unreaſonable, un- 
ſcriptural doctrine, enter into the minds of men 
endowed even with that uſurped authority you 
ſpeak af? Arcording to your argument they 
could not find it by the ſtrength of reaſon,” ne 
ther could they find it in the Scriptures,  fince 
reaſon . and ' Scripture ' both decide poſitively 
againſt it. How then could theſe men, with this 
uſurped authority, ever think of eſtabliſning a 
doctrine ſo point blank oppoſite to reaſon and 
Scripturè? What ſiniſter end could they pro- 
poſe to themſelves by alluring people to em- 
brace this doctrine by rewards, or deterring 
them from every other by penalties? There 
was no gain to ariſe to the men in authority h 
eſtabliſning the Trinitarian doctrine, any more 
than there would ariſe by eſtabliſhing the Uni- 
tarian. 1 can ſee no probable reaton Why men 
at the firſt would not be as well diſpoſed to re- 
ceive the Uaitarian doctrine, as the een 
if revealed in SIO 6008 


Theſo e. 1 wink, muſt a ebene 
raſs the defendets of your cauſe. (Suppoſe you,” 
and the reſt of ybur brethren in the ſame cauſe, 
were en amongſt is unconverted Indians: 


and 
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and thefe preach ſome doctrine to them direct 
ly contrary to their reaſon, and not ſupported 
by any revelation which you ſhould pretend to 
have received from God, how many converts 
do you think you would be able to make? I 
think none. Yet thouſands and millions of hea- 
thens have been brought to believe and acknow- 
ledge this incomprehenſible myſtery of a trinity 
of perſons, or relations in the unity of the God- 
head. And as you and I are botli agreed that 
it is a doctrine above, or incomprehenſible by, 


our reaſon, it muſt have been diſcovered in the 
'Scriptures as revealed, otherwiſe it would cer- 
tainly never have been embraced at all. What 


other poſſible reaſon can we aſſign, why, at this 


very day, nine parts out of ten at leaſt in the 
world, who believe the Goſpel to be a divitie 
revelation, believe this doctrine, learned as well 
as unlearned, difintereſted as well as intereſted, 


men in the higheſt authority, as well as many 


under authority? Certainly the anſwer is ready 
and ſure, The doctrine is revealed in the Go- 


ſpel, and that very clearly alſo, otherwiſe men 
would never have embraced à doctrine ſo hearti- 


ly, and defended it ſo warmly, ſo as to have 


died martyrs profeſſing the ſame, eſpecially" as 
it is ſo great a myſtery as to be incomprehenli- 
ble by human reaſon. ' How could ſuch à myſ- 
terious doctrine ever enter into the heart ofthe 


early. profeſſors of Chriſtiatity to conceive? 


They ſurely found it revealed in the writings 6f 
| the 
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the New Teſtament. But you ſay, page 82, © the +: 
Souths, the Bennets, the Waterlands; the Sher- 
locks, and W allis's, and a long liſt beſides, all 
underrook to explain this inexplicable doctrine, 


and the conſequence was, that they hy | 
in cheir bene | 


Admitting this to obe true, i hb hems | 
that theſe great and learned men believed the 
contrary doctrine, or that this doctrine is not 
true. On the contrary, it ſhews that they all be- 
lieved the doctrine of the trinity of perſons in 
the unity of the Godhead to be a fact, though, 
as before obſerved, they could not explain to 
our finite reaſon the great and incomprehenſible 
myſtery, how, or in what manner! If we had 
words to expreſs this, we have not extenſive ca- 
pacities enough to comprehend. it. We cannot 
expreſs or comprehend the nature and manner 
of the union of our own foul and, bodies, and 
yet that they are, in union, or united, is a! 
which not one perſon, in ten throughout Eng- 
land will deny; But there have been, and now 


ate, numbers of Immaterialiſts, who deny the 
exiſtence of any kind of matter, and argue very 
confidently that we are not certain of the exiſt. 


ence. of our own bodics, or rather that no ſuch 


thing as body, or inert matter, can exiſt. And 


what reaſon do the aſſign for this their aſſer- 


tion? The ſame, which you advance againſt the 
Fon N viz. That the union of 
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body, or inert matter, with a fpitituaf or imma 


terial ſubſtance, and the action and re. action of: 
one upon the other, are things inexplicable, in- 
conſiſtent, and incomprehenſible to reaſon; that 
ſuch an union, action, and re- action are utterly” 
irreconcileable to our ideas of body and ſoal; of+ 
matter and ſpirit; entirely contradictory to the 
principles of natural and experimental philoſo- 
phy. And yet thefe Immaterialiſts prove, ia 
my opinion, the exiſtence of a ſpirit, or immate«- 
rial being, to a certainty, though they deny the 
exiſtence of any body or matter“. On the 
other hand, there have been, and ſtil} are, thoſe 
who deny the exiſtence of any thing but body 
or matter, © the Sadducees lay t that there is nei 
ther angel nor ſpirit,” Acts xxiii. 8; and many 
others ſince have done the fame; nay, even Mr. 

Locke thinks that matter may be ſo modified a 
to become a thinking intelligent ſubſtance, and 
ſeems to doubt whether we are compoſed of any 
thing but matter T. And writers of this kind 
1 have read, who appear to me detnonſtrarively 
to have proved the exiſtence of body or tmartef, 


As one party then has clearly proved the "my 
iſtence of ſpirit, or an immaterial being, and 
the other party has as clearly proved the exiſt- 
ence of body or matter, let us believe both td 
exiſt in union, as our daily experience ſhews: 

_ _ they 
* See Dean Berkley, afterwards a Biſhop, upon this ſubject. 
+ See Mr. Locke 's Eſſay on Human Underſtanding. 
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they do, though How this ear be may forpa 
our finite reaſon And likewiſe, as the Trim 
tatians have, time after time, Clearly demon- 
ſtrated from the Scriptures that (Jeſus Cheiftiiy" 
God, of an unereated being, and equal to God 
the Father; and the Unitarians have alſo clearly 


demonſtrated from rhe ſame Scriptures, that Je 
ſus Chriſt is a creature or created being, an 
conſequently inferior to God the Father, let us, 

according to tlie ſame Sctiptures, believe und 
acknowledge him to be both God and mag 
united; one with God, as to his divine nature 52 
one with man, as to his human nature, fince we 
find both ſo A TI I Ani have been 
revealed by the Holy Ghoſt, . Ae 


We find that reaſon, unaſiſted by r 
has led very learned men into great abſurdlities 
witneſs many of the ancient philoſophersz cas 
well as the moderns: Wherefore, I beſecch y 
and the reſt of your Unitarian brethren, in the: 
words of St. Paul, “Beware, leſt any man ſpoll 
you through philoſophy and vain deceit, after: 
the traditions of men, and not after Chriſt,” 
Colloff. ii. 8. And the reaſon of this extraordi- 
nary caution is given in the next verſe, for in 
him (or in Chriſt; dwelleth all the fulneſs of the 
Godhead bodily,” or the fulneſs of God collec- 
tively, or in one aggregate ſum. 


+ 
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St. Paul really appears to me, in theſe. very 
words, to caution the Colloſſians, and in them all. 
Chriſtians, to beware of this very error of deny+ 
ing the Godhead of Chriſt, owing to that doc. 
trine being inexplicable by philoſophy, incom. N 
prehenſible by human reaſon. But conſider that 
it is a myſtery, it is © the myſtery of Gog, and 
of the Father, and of Chriſt,” Coloſſ. ii. 32. 
«The myſtery of godlineſs is without controver-- 
ſy great, God manifeſt in the fleſh,” 1 Tim. iii, 
16; it is ſuch a myſtery as even < the, angelz- 
deſire. to look into,” 1 Peter i. 12; and there- 
fore it does not ſeem to be ſo clear, as that rea; 
ſon can decide upon it with mathematical cer: 
tainty, | it 


IJ ſnall only add one more e from yqut 
book, page 84. You there bring a teſtimony: 
from human authority, © Clemens Romanus, 
the diſciple and ſucceſſor of Peter the apoſtle,” 
and you ſay that he has ſaid, © we have one God 
and one Chriſt,” So ſay I; but then you add, 
« could he thus have formally diſtinguiſhed God 
and Chriſt, if he had believed Chriſt to be God 
in the higheſt ſenſe of the word?“ I anſwer, 
Yes, very well. Clemens might ſurely as well 
and as formally diſtinguiſh God and Chriſt, as 
St. Paul could diſtinguiſh God and the F ather, 
as he has done in many places of his epiſtles;'T. 
ſhall only mention one, * now God himſelf and 

our 
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our Father, and our Lord Teſts Chriſt direct 


N 
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mens Romanus ſays in his firſt epiſtle to the 
Corinthians, cited by you, From him (thats 
from Abraham) our Lord Jeſus Chriſt came, 
concerning the fleſh,” . And as here is a reſtric- 
tion to Jeſus Chriſt what was concerning the 
fleſh, it ſhews that he believed that there was 
another nature of Chriſt, which came from ſome 
where elſe than his fleſh, or human nature did, 
which came from Abraham. Beſides, the ſame 
Clemens, in the ſame epiſtle, has this doxolo- 
gy, Through our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, to whom 
be glory and majeſty, for ever and ever. Amen.“ 
A truly ſcriptural one, agreeable to St. Peter's, 
2 Pet. iii. 18, and ſuch as could be only ad- 
dreſſed to God, as ſhewn before. And this ſame 
Clemens, in his ſecond epiſtle to the Corinthi- 
ans, ſays, © Brethren, we ought ſo to think of 
Jeſus Chriſt as of God,” Bur I would adviſe 

you 
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you to keep out of the Fathers of the firſt thites 
centuries, if you reſolve ſtill to defend your 
cayſe, for you will find very few except the y 

hereticks, Cerinthus and Ebion, on your ſide of 
the queſtion. On this ground of the Primitive 
Fathers I will meet you at any time, as I can 
produce clouds of witneſſes; but ſtill they are 
but human authority, I confeſs, and therefore 


not concluſive. 


I hope by this time I have ſaid enough tg 
convince you of your error, and to demonſtrate 
that the doctrine of the Godhead, or divinity of 
Jeſus Chrift, is ſcriptural and true; though I a&- 
knowledge it to be a great myſtery, and, hke 
many other things equally true with it, incom- 
prehenfible by us in our preſent ſtate. 


FAREWELL, 


POSTSCRIPT, 
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INCE the exprefion, . 00 Trinity in pk 
ſeems. offenſive to you, and your ce 
— in the ſame cauſe, as not being, a 
Scriptural expreſſion, I ſhall here give you the 
preciſe, ideas which. I ſignity, by them. By Tri- 
nity I underſtand. three, and by Unity one, and 
theſe you may always ſubſtitute for the words 
Trinity and Unity, wherever I have uſed, both 
or either of them, rather than put yourſelf, to the 
leaſt uneaſineſs in pronouncing, & theſe, bar barous 
and ſcholaſtic terms,” as you are.plealed, to call 
them in your preface, page 10. If inſtead of 
Trinity in Unity,” you pleaſe to read, Three 
in One,” it will fully ſatisfy me, ſo long as 7 
underſtand what I mean. 


Language at the beſt is fluctuating and vague; 
it is only a ſet of terms whereby we communi- 
cate our thoughts one to another, Chance or 
caprice ſeems to have eſtabliſhed theſe terms at 
firſt in all the living languages, and all we can 
do is to ſtudy and teach them as they are now 
generally uſed. Men in choice of terms gene- 
rally endeayour to uſe ſuch as perſons the moſt 
eminent for quality, learning, and writing well, 

| moſtly 
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moſtly make uſe of. I always make choice of 
ſuch as I think will convey my thoughts and 
ideas moſt clearly and readily to my hearers or 
readers; conſequently I here leave it wholly to 
every reader whether he will read Trinity, which 
is not a Scriptural word, and at the barbarity of 
which he may ſtartle a little, or he will inſtead 


thereof read Three, which I acknowledge to be 


more Scriptural, becauſe it may be found ſeveral 
times in the Scriptures. The fame hberty J will 
indulge the reader with as to'the word Unity, in- 
ſtead of which he may always read Otte, as be- 
ing more Scriptural, and yet conveying the fame 
meaning; for 1 never with to differ from any one 
about ſmall and indifferent matters, 


I ſhall procced to one thing more which 1 
have omitted, and which is, that in my opinion 
you have not uſed Mr. Burgh“ very generouſly, 
or with a real Chriſtian temper and diſpoſition. 
Every man certainly has a right to publiſh his 
opinions to the world, for the ſame reaſon that 
every other perſon has an equal right to'endea- 
vour to oppoſe and confute them, if he believes 
them to be erroneous; but yet I think both 
ought to do it with leſs levity and warmth, and 
more gravity and ſeriouſneſs of mind, than you 
appear to me to have uſed in your arguments 
againſt Mr. Burgh. In the preface, page 6, you 
have called him “ thoughtleſs youth z” in the 
preface, page 7, you have called him a “ ſtrip- 

ling; “ 


* The Layman's Name. 
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ling;“ in your Remarks, page 2, you have uſed 
, theſe words, probably ſome may ſuſpect that 
* the old woman who. nurſed yau, had as much 
knowledge as yourſelf;“ in page 66 you have 
writ, “ now I will ery ſhame ; and | really think 
you will have the conſcience to take ſome of it, 
at leaſt, to yourſelf;“ in page 67 you ſeem to 
have treated him with the greateſt contempt, 
for you have repreſented him as likely to be the 
ſport of . malapert children in the ſtreets,” 


Now, Sir, I always think, that when the 
truth or falfity of any fundamental article of our 
moſt holy religion is to be inquired. into, that 
the ſearch 'and inquiry ought to be made with 
that mildneſs, ſeriouſneſs, and gravity which ſo 
important a ſubject juſtly demands; in a very 
different manner. from what Horace treats his 
ſubje&, as you have cited him, lib. 1. ſat. 3, 
for Horace there is profeſſedly ſatyrizing and 
ridiculing, —Degrading. the man you mean to 
oppoſe in a religious diſpute with terms of ſcur- 
rility, contempt, and ridicule, can never anſwer 
any end in ſearching out truth, and eſtabliſhing 
it upon its proper baſis, namely, that of convic- 
tion ariſing from ſerious and ſolid arguments. 
This may hurt your cauſe if it be a good one, 
and never can be of any ſervice to ſupport a 


bad one, when conſidered by the judicious and 


diſcerning part of mankind. Religion is a ſeri- 
ous and important thing; on it depends our 
I 2 | eternal 
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eternal happineſs and welfare. Therefore; ac- 
cording to my judgment, no man ought to be 


angry with, degrade, or ridicule another, for 


either ſpeaking or writing his ſentiments freely 


upon it. Mr. Burgh then has certainly not been 
guilty of any thing criminal in making his 
thoughts public, neither can I ſee how he could 
have any view of ſerving his temporal intereſt, 
And though in your advertiſement you have 
faid * that his whole reaſoning is moſt illogical,” 
and in your Remarks, page 74, that he has 
deduced ſtrange inferences from ſtrange pre- 
miſes, by the aid of many childiſh conceits and 
innumerable ſophiſms,” yet I hope you will give 
other perſons the ſame liberty of thinking and 
Judging for themſelves concerning this work 
which you take yourſelf, and not deſire or ex- 
pect others to take your bare aſſertion for it. I 
aſſure you I have heard gentlemen of liberal edu- 
cation, and who are generally eſteemed men of 
great learning, ſay, that the Scriptural Confuta- 
tion was well done upon the whole, and very 
ſufficient to eſtabliſn the doctrine of a Trinity in 
Uaity. And according to your own doctrine, 
page 84, neither party has the ſmalleſt autho- 
rity one to judge the other.” To which I may 
add, nor one to abuſe, degrade, or ridicule the 
other; but to proceed with fraternal love, in- 
veſtigating the truth as revealed in the ſacred 
Scriptures. | 


L 71 J 
I muſt acknowledge, Sir, that you have de- 
fended the Unitarian cauſe with every probable 
argument which can be brought to defend it; 
and as a doughty champion in heavy armour,” 
you have attacked the Trinitarian doctrine with 
much learning and vigour; yet {till I believe it 
to be impregnable, as being a doctrine revealed 
by that God who is Truth itſelf, and cannot lye. 
I have not the leaſt doubt of the prodigious ex- 
tent of your reading and acquaintance with 
books, ſince it plainly appears, from page 74, 
that you have read the Hiſtory of Patient Griz- 
zle, and from page 86, that you have read the 
Hiſtory of the noted Giant Killer.” Two books 
which I think you would ſcarce. have read with 
that attention which you ſeem; to have done 
lately, by having them ſo freſh in your memory, 
had you not before read and thoroughly con- 
ſidered moſt other books of greater importance. 
If, with ſo much learning, you ſhould, write any 
thing againſt what I have writ, ] beſeech you to 
do it with Chriſtian mildneſs and | moderation, 
for if you do not, though you ſhould have truth 
on your fide, it will hiader you of making 
proſelytes to it; at leaſt I am ſure that convic- 
tion ariſing from rational and ſcriptural argu- 
ments, is the only thing which can bring me 
over; becauſe rancour and abuſe, levity and ri- 
dicule, are uſed as frequently to ſupport falle- 
hood as truth, if not more ſo. 
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